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Closing the cultural distance gap: managing value-based knowledge in MNC by using MEP. 
 
 
 
Abstract 
 
Today more than ever, generating and managing knowledge is an essential source of competitive 
advantage for every organization, and particularly for Multinational corporations (MNC). However, 
despite the undisputed agreement about the importance of creating and managing knowledge, there are 
still a large number of corporations that act unethically or illegally. Clearly, there is a lack of attention in 
gaining more knowledge about the management of ethical knowledge in organizations. This paper 
refers to value-based knowledge, as the process of recognise and manage those values that stand at 
the heart of decision-making and action in organizations. In order to support MNCs in implementing 
value-based knowledge process, the managerial ethical profile (MEP) has been presented as a valuable 
tool to facilitate knowledge management process at both the intra-organizational network level and at 
the inter-organizational network level.   
 
Keywords: Knowledge management, business ethics, multinational organizations,          
Knowledge acquisition and sharing, and knowledge-seeking behaviour  
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Introduction  
 
Due to the current global economical situation in which there is an increasing demand for integration 
and interdependence between national markets, global learning has become an essential part of 
creating and maintaining a competitive advantage. Here, the term global learning describes the flow of 
experiences and skills across borders between organizations and within an organization. Crucial to 
global learning is knowledge management (KM), a concept that has attracted a great deal of research in 
the past decade (Cho and Lee 2004). Knowledge management is important for any organization but it is 
paramount for those corporations that are registered and operate in more than one country at the time, 
so called transnational or multinational corporations (MNC), a factor that adds an extra level of 
complexity to an already complex process (Desai and Rittenburg 1997; Laszlo and Laszlo 2002). These 
corporations are vital to the global economy. To give an example of their importance in the global 
picture, 51 of the 100 largest economies in the world are corporations, and the top 500 multinational 
corporations account for nearly 70 percent of the worldwide trade (WTO 2007). Because of their pivotal 
role in the global environment, MNCs should minimise their negative impact on the stakeholders by 
learning from their mistakes and continuously improving their products, employees’ conditions, 
customer services—a process that has been referred to as KM. Castro and Laszlo (Laszlo and Laszlo 
2002) have described knowledge as context related; it is the product of human experience and 
reflection. Laszlo (2000) referred to three different kinds of knowledge: know-what, know-how and 
know-why (see figure 1). The first type knowledge is specific but restricted; only answering the question 
of “what”--for example asking, What to produce? --does not necessarily provide much insightful 
information. The next kind of knowledge not only asks what to produce, but the “how” as well, a much 
more challenging but also rewarding question. Last but not least is “Why”, the only question that has the 
power to unleash knowledge about ethical implication.   
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Figure 1. The pyramid of meaning 
 
  (Sourced from Laszlo 2000)  
 The organizational process responsible for creating knowledge is known as KM, and it can be 
described as:     
 The systematic process of finding, selecting, organizing, distilling and presenting information in 
a way that improves an employee's comprehension in a specific area of interest (Mertins, 
Heisig et al.).   
Or 
As range of practices used by organizations to identify, create, represent, and distribute 
knowledge (Gupta, Lyer et al. 2000)   
Therefore, for this study, KM is the process of identifying, organising, transferring and applying 
knowledge in an organization (Passerini 2007). It has been suggested that KM has a multiple level 
applicability; knowledge can be either created at, or transferred to, three different levels: the individual, 
the group and the organization (Mentzas, Apostolou et al. 2006). There are two main places where 
knowledge is created and used: inside the individual organization (intra-organizational network) and 
between organizations (inter-organizational network). This concept is easily applied to an individual 
company that has a clear distinction between inside network and outside world. Therefore such a 
company can manage the KM process as two separate processes, one that deals with the knowledge 
created by the staff inside the organization (intra-organization network) (Lucas and Ogilvie 2006), and 
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the knowledge created as the results of external networking (inter-organizational network)(Mentzas, 
Apostolou et al. 2006). In the case of MNCs there are three different kind of networks in which 
knowledge can be either created and shared and they are: inside each local subsidiary, between the 
organizations in within the MNC, and between the MNC and the rest of the world. Therefore, with MNCs 
this separation is not so clear and simple. There can be hundreds of individual subsidiaries that are 
independent entities, but because they are part of a bigger umbrella, they hold particular responsibilities 
towards either the Parent (host) company and the other subsidiaries in within the MNC. Because of that, 
some authors refer to intra-organizational network for a MNC as the network of all the subsidiaries plus 
the Host or parent company, and inter-organizational network all the relationship with outsiders (not part 
of the MNC) organizations. On the other hand, some people have used the term “inter–organizational 
networks” in a MNC context to explain the relation between the Host Company and the subsidiary, and 
“intra-organizational network” for every knowledge created in within each company (parent or 
subsidiaries).  For the purpose of this paper, we will refer to intra-networks at the organizational level of 
either the Host Company or any of the subsidiaries, and inter-network as either between the host or 
parent and its subsidiaries or between subsidiaries.      
 
Arguably, in light of the large number of corporations that act unethically or illegally, gaining more 
knowledge about the management of ethical knowledge is vital to any organization interested in long 
term survival (Neef 2005). There is, therefore, a strong connection between risk management and KM, 
in terms of the paramount need for managers to improve their knowledge about harmful, unethical and 
illegal activities within their organizations, markets and nations (Neef 2005). However, the issue goes 
beyond risk management; oraganizations have come to recognize that values stand at the heart of 
decision-making and action. Knowledge about values--what we might call value-based knowledge-- is 
one significant facet of knowledge management.  
 
Just like risk management, value-based knowledge is part of the knowledge management process. All 
the ethical regimes, such as codes of conduct, codes of ethics, ethical training, ethics committees, and 
ethics officers, are nothing more than the result of the organizational institutionalised process of 
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knowledge management. They are quite different tools at an organization’s disposal, but they all serve 
the same purpose: to institutionalise those values that are important to and good for the stakeholders 
and in line with the organizations espoused values. For a national organization, this process can be 
straightforward, because they have only to identify those organizational values appropriate for operating 
within their national borders. This is a much more difficult, however, for MNCs, who have to identify 
those organizational values that can be applied globally, across many borders and through many 
different subsidiary organizations (Chu 2001). One problem confronting the successful implementation 
of KM process in MNCs, then, is the cultural differences between the parent company and its global 
subsidiaries, especially in terms of the different values (Chu 2001). Therefore, theoretically, for a MNC 
to rollout organizational values globally could mean having to understand up to 193 different set of 
values applying in each individual country worldwide. Nonetheless, this is only a theoretical possibility at 
the macro level. This paper will show that when we examine and summarize values at work at the micro 
level, that is, at the level of individuals working in those organizations, there are, paradoxically, fewer 
varieties of values-based knowledge. This paper will maintain that using a tool such as the Managerial 
Ethical Profiles (MEP) can help MNCs to implement KM processes, and especially value-based 
knowledge processes, more effectively, helping to minimise the barriers to knowledge transfer which 
occur at the level of individual and cultural values.  
 
Figure 2. Knowledge management process machine 
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Source developed for this study  
Metaphorically speaking, managerial decisions are essential cogs in the wider machinery of knowledge 
management, helping to drive an organization towards its goals (see figure 2). A number of different 
ethical frameworks and managerial ethical profiles can be used to keep the organization moving 
forward. Just as it is important to select the appropriate gear to match the terrain, so too are different 
managerial ethical profiles appropriate to differing contexts. An organization without knowledge of its 
managerial ethical profiles, or their variety, will be at a serious disadvantage in responding to changing 
global business environments.  
 
Knowledge Management   
From a recent study that has reviewed the current literature on KM, and especially investigating the 
different barriers to knowledge sharing in MNCs, three main clusters of general barriers were identified: 
individual, organization and technology (Riege 2005). A large number of barriers have been identified 
(see table 1); however, for the purpose of this study, only those that are related to values-based 
knowledge in MNC will be discussed. From the list of barriers in table 1, two barriers appear to be 
specifically related to this particular sub-category of KM, and they are (Riege 2005):   
 Differences in national culture or ethnic background; and values and beliefs associated with it 
(language is part of this). 
 existing corporate culture does not provide sufficient support for sharing practices; 
Firstly, it has been strongly argued in the current literature that different countries hold different values. 
One study in particular has attempted to show that those differences can be mapped against different 
ethical frameworks, using a matrix model that would have the different culture (western and eastern) on 
one axis, and economic ideology (capitalism and socialism) on the other (Robertson and Crittenden 
2003). There is a third barrier that is specific to value-based  knowledge, and it is based on the fact that 
there are so many values to choose from, and a mismatch in the organization could prevent good value-
based knowledge being created and good values to be passed on.  
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Table 1. Barriers to Knowledge management 
(Source developed for this study) 
Barriers cluster Barriers types 
Individual 1. general lack of time to share knowledge, and time to identify colleagues in need of specific knowledge; 
2. apprehension of fear that sharing may reduce or jeopardise people’s job security; 
3. low awareness and realisation of the value and benefit of possessed knowledge to others; 
4. dominance in sharing explicit over tacit knowledge such as know-how and experience that requires 
hands-on learning, observation, dialogue and interactive problem solving; 
5. use of strong hierarchy, position-based status, and formal power (‘‘pull rank’’); 
6. insufficient capture, evaluation, feedback, communication, and tolerance of past 
mistakes that would enhance individual and organisational learning effects; 
7. differences in experience levels; 
8. lack of contact time and interaction between knowledge sources and recipients; 
9. poor verbal/written communication and interpersonal skills; 
10. age differences; 
11. gender differences; 
12. lack of social network; 
13. differences in education levels; 
14. taking ownership of intellectual property due to fear of not receiving just recognition and accreditation 
from managers and colleagues; 
15. lack of trust in people because they may misuse knowledge or take unjust credit for it; 
16. lack of trust in the accuracy and credibility of knowledge due to the source; and 
17. differences in national culture or ethnic background; and values and beliefs associated with it 
(language is part of this).  
Organizational 1. integration of km strategy and sharing initiatives into the company’s goals and strategic approach is 
missing or unclear; 
2. lack of leadership and managerial direction in terms of clearly communicating the benefits and values 
of knowledge sharing practices; 
3. shortage of formal and informal spaces to share, reflect and generate (new) knowledge; 
4. lack of a transparent rewards and recognition systems that would motivate people to share more of 
their knowledge; 
5. existing corporate culture does not provide sufficient support for sharing practices; 
6. knowledge retention of highly skilled and experienced staff is not a high priority; 
7. shortage of appropriate infrastructure supporting sharing practices; 
8. deficiency of company resources that would provide adequate sharing opportunities; 
9. external competitiveness within business units or functional areas and between subsidiaries can be 
high (e.g. not invented here syndrome); 
10. communication and knowledge flows are restricted into certain directions (e.g. top-down); 
11. physical work environment and layout of work areas restrict effective sharing practices; 
12. internal competitiveness within business units, functional areas, and subsidiaries can be high; 
13. hierarchical organisation structure inhibits or slows down most sharing practices; and 
14. size of business units often is not small enough and unmanageable to enhance contact and facilitate 
ease of sharing. 
 
Technological 1. lack of integration of IT systems and processes impedes on the way people do things; 
2. lack of technical support (internal or external) and immediate maintenance of integrated 
IT systems obstructs work routines and communication flows; 
3. unrealistic expectations of employees as to what technology can do and cannot do; 
4. lack of compatibility between diverse IT systems and processes ; 
5. mismatch between individuals’ need requirements and integrated IT systems and processes restricts 
sharing practices; 
6. reluctance to use IT systems due to lack of familiarity and experience with them; 
7. lack of training regarding employee familiarisation of new IT systems and processes; and 
8. lack of communication and demonstration of all advantages of any new systems over existing ones. 
 
It has been argued that in organizations three sets of values can influence decision makers directly and 
value-based knowledge creation indirectly, and they are: individual values, organizational espoused 
values and values in practice (Casali and Day 2009). Organizational espoused values are easy to find, 
they are all those values that are included in the public documents such as codes of ethics and codes of 
conduct, mission statements, annual reports and organizational mission statements (Casali and Day 
2009). The values in practice, on the other hand, are not formally and publicly promoted, but are 
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embedded in what is known as the organizational culture, which is comprised of all those values, norms 
and behaviours that are in practice in the organization (McNamara 1999) . Finding out what are the 
values embedded into the OC is not a straightforward process; it requires observation and 
understanding of habitual and unwritten practices that are passed on within an organization informally. 
Finally, individual values are all those values that each individual staff member holds and brings to their 
place of work. In practice, these three sets of values can be consonant or contending. Liedtka (1989), 
who created a matrix to describe this situation, suggested that there are five possible situations that 
results from a combination of consonant or contending values.  (see table 2). Clearly, the optimum 
position is quadrant III because there is a harmony between the organizational and the individual 
values, as well as between the organizational espoused values and the value in practice (Liedtka 1989). 
Similarly, quadrant II is the least productive situation out of the five because there is a clear conflict 
between the individual values and the organizational values and a mismatch between the organizational 
espoused values and the values in practice, a situation that Casali and Day (2009) have referred to as 
an unhealthy organizational culture.      
 
Table 2. Individual and Organizational Values Matrix 
 
(Sourced from Casali 2009) 
  
Organizationally speaking, residing in a particular quadrant is not just a figurative outcome, but a strong 
reflection of the kind of decisions that are and will be made in that organization. For instance, let’s 
assume that the individual values in a particular organization are honesty and integrity and that they are 
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in conflict with an organizational culture that supports bribes or kickbacks, and even further where the 
espoused organizational values are also honesty and integrity. In this case, that company obviously 
belongs to quadrant II. As a result, the values-based knowledge that could be created and passed on in 
that organization would be heavily affected by the organizational culture of unfairness and dishonesty. 
Identifying possible consonance and contention between values at the individual, espoused 
organizational and organizational culture levels is only one dimension of the problem of managing 
values-based knowledge. Understanding exactly what are the different values and how they relate to 
each other, and their influence on managerial decision making, is a very important knowledge to gain for 
any organization(Hinman 2003; Ferrell, Fraedrich et al. 2005; Boatright 2007).  Every decision-maker in 
the organization has the responsibility to implement values in the organization by letting them to guide 
his or her decisions. 
 
As mentioned earlier, there are four main steps in KM: knowledge identification, knowledge 
organization, and knowledge transfer and knowledge application (Passerini 2007) Individual values 
have the power to influence the outcome of these four steps by guiding the people responsible for KM 
toward different aspects of the total knowledge available (Chu 2001). Ultimately, identifying and passing 
on some values rather than others, organising that knowledge in one way rather than another, and 
finally implementing new policies and practices based upon that knowledge (Desai and Rittenburg 
1997). Once again, this shows the significance that values-based knowledge plays in the overall picture 
of KM.    
 
It has been argued that simply putting in place ethical regimes like code of ethics does not necessary 
guarantee that those particular behaviours that were meant to be stopped by the code would in fact 
disappear. This could be caused by the fact that different managers would either read that code in a 
different way and to suit a different agenda. For instance, Allmon and Grant (1990) have argued that to 
successfully implement codes of conduct it is paramount to write them keeping in mind who the final 
users are, and to provide justifications to them as well. Both arguments have in common an 
understanding how individual managers’ act and, more specifically, which are their values are essential 
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in KM. One solution to this problem has been provided by a number of researchers (Desai and 
Rittenburg 1997; Robertson and Crittenden 2003) who have argued that different countries hold 
different ethical and behavioural values, and therefore MNCs should keep that knowledge in mind when 
dealing with the different subsidiaries companies or overseas affiliates. Furthermore, Robertson and 
Crittenden (2003) have attempted to map moral philosophies with a particular national culture, arguing 
that a particular national culture fit with a particular moral philosophy. For example, the ethical 
framework that tends to define what is right by looking at the consequence for the individual (ethical 
egoism) has been married to the American culture, whereas, Chinese’s culture has been matched with 
Utilitarianism, due to the fact that it advocates the greatest good for the greatest number (Robertson 
and Crittenden 2003).  These researchers have argued that MNCs should use this knowledge when 
dealing with any of their parent companies, and to implement those national values in their strategic 
communication and policy making processes. The problem with this view is that the underlying 
assumption is that nationality dictates individual values, which is not always true. Therefore, there is a 
need for a more individualised way to understand what values drive managers across all the related 
organizations belonging to the MNC. As a solution to the problem, this paper will be using the 
Managerial Ethical Profile (MEP), which was developed as a validated tool to assess managerial ethical 
decision-making preferences. The aim of the MEP is to profile managers based on their expressed 
agreement to the different ethical principles that reflect four main ethical frameworks--utilitarianism, 
deontology, virtues ethics, and ethical egoism--and to further evaluate their tendency toward ethical 
absolutism, ethical relativism and ethical pluralism (Casali 2007; Casali 2008a).   Ethical absolutism 
advocates that there is a single moral truth when judging the rightness of an action. On the other hand 
ethical relativism promotes ethical tolerance by supporting the idea that there are different moral truths 
and that they are related to a different situations, cultures, and religions (Hinman 2003; Ferrell, 
Fraedrich et al. 2005; Boatright 2007). Last but not least is ethical pluralism, which it could be seen 
between absolutism and relativism, and it supports the idea that other cultures or ethical principles have 
to be understood and respected. This tool is comprised by 24 items representing four major schools of 
moral philosophy: egoism, utilitarian, virtue ethics and deontology, and the principles from each the four 
schools of moral philosophy have been converted into items (6 for each school) (Casali 2007; Casali 
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2008a). The questionnaire is a self-assessing tool that by using a scale of importance (5 likert scales) 
teases out individual perceptions in relation to eight sub-scales of ethical principles: economic egoism,  
reputational egoism, act utilitarian, rule utilitarian, self virtue, virtue on others, act deontology and rule 
deontology. Furthermore, the computed results of those eight sub-scales of the MEP questionnaire 
were analysed with hierarchical cluster analysis, in order to reduce the data in more manageable and 
significant clusters. A traditional results of hierarchical cluster analysis is a tree diagram or what is called 
dendrogram, which shows the individual cases on one side (bottom), and a single cluster at the other 
side (top) containing all the individual cases (see figure 3) (Casali 2008b).  
Figure 3. Managerial Ethical Profiles    
 
(Sourced adapted from Casali 2008b 
However, in order to determine the most insightful clusters, two principles were used: high internal 
homogeneity and high external heterogeneity (Casali 2008b). High internal homogeneity means that the 
each object included in a particular cluster have very strong similarities, where high external 
heterogeneity means that there are significant differences between each cluster. By using those two 
principles, five clusters have been chosen (see figure 1) (Casali 2008b).  Each of the profiles is unique 
and they are different from any other profiles, but very similar internally.    
  
MEP and KM 
As previously suggested, knowledge management is the process of identifying, organising, transferring 
and applying knowledge. Furthermore, managerial decision making (MDM) plays a dual role in this 
process. Firstly, MDM is an essential source for knowledge creation, due to the fact that knowledge is 
the sum of all the experiences and decisions made in an organization , secondly, it affects what kind of 
knowledge is identified, how it is going to be organized, and passed on.  Therefore, understanding MDM 
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and especially individual decision makers and their principles is vital. It has been suggested that cultural 
distance has a strong influence in the degree of knowledge creation in multinational corporations (Cho 
and Lee 2004). The term cultural distance is an umbrella for a number of factors that can either support 
or prevent knowledge being shared in within MNCs, and those factors are: degree of MNC ownership, 
subsidiary size, similarities in production process and products, and the age of the organization (Cho 
and Lee 2004) (Sirmon and Lane 2004). This is a macro view of the factors affecting KM and its 
success in MNCs, but it does not take in account any of the micro elements, such as the individual. The 
risk of a blind usage of this view is that situation could be misjudged based upon assumptions that are 
in fact not true. Just for argument sake, imagine that a MNC has to buy a new subsidiary, and it has to 
choose between two companies. According to one view, the MNC should decide to purchase the 
company that has the less cultural distance. There are, however, much more important factors that can 
determine the success of knowledge sharing than just producing similar products and owning a majority 
of the subsidiary shares (Minbaeva, Pedersen et al. 2003). Organizations are made of people, and they 
have the final power to facilitate or to sabotage KM systems. Therefore, using the five profiles in the 
MEP model can assist MNCs to not only implement KM systems more effectively, but to add an extra 
level of analysis  (micro analysis) and to understand why that particular knowledge was created and 
passed on instead of others. The MEP model can assist MNCs not only to implement KM systems more 
effectively, but to gain further knowledge about the different forces that are involved in creating and 
passing on particular knowledge in MNCs.  
 
Each individual profile represents a particular mixture of ethical principles and, as such, they would 
exercise different forces in shaping MDM processes, ending up with different choices being made 
(Casali 2008 b and c). For example, if a profile is more in line with a duty based ethical framework, then 
value-based knowledge would be easily understood and well received in the form of codes of ethics or 
codes of conduct. On the other hand, if knowledge was strongly influenced by a profile that holds the 
organization’s reputation highly, then value-based knowledge would be better received and well 
understood if communicated via charismatic presentations from the top management. In fact, according 
to this profile, codes of ethics and codes of conduct, particularly if implemented as a result of external 
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pressures, would be seen as threats to the organization’s well being. These five managerial ethical 
profiles so far identified are : Duty Follower, Guardian Angel, Chameleon, Knight and the Defender 
(Casali 2008 b and c).  
 
Managerial Ethical Profile: Duty Follower 
The first profiles is the Duty Follower, and it is characterized by a strong belief that rules and duty are 
the most important factors in MDM (Casali 2008b and c). Managers that meet this profile are usually 
focus more on action itself rather than the consequences. This kind of ethic is known as Deontology 
from the Greek word deon or duty. Therefore decisions are guided by rules and duties but not 
commensurate against the consequences of those actions. They have a more absolutistic view or 
morality, and they are very strong advocating and supporting particular universal duties such as do not 
lie or do not kill. Those people are very faithful to rule and duty, but the risk related to this profile is that 
this can be achieved at the expense of flexibility (Casali 2008 b and c). For instance, as a general 
example, if a rule is not to lie, then a duty follower would not lie to the Gestapo asking if there were any 
Jews hiding in the house. As a business example, let us say that the code of conduct prescribes that 
except for small gifts, no gift can be accepted by staff member or their family. Then, a duty follower 
would not accept a gold coin given by a Chinese client during Chinese new year celebrations, a 
response that could be seen as very insulting, as giving the gold was not intended as a bribe but to 
bring happiness and good luck to the recipient. 
 
Managerial Ethical Profile: Guardian Angel   
The second managerial ethical profile is the Guardian Angel: managers who not only make sure that 
they conform to rules, but who ensure that the dignity of others is maintained by keeping an eye on the 
outcomes as well (Casali 2008 b and c). They are strongly committed to fulfilling the obligations that go 
with a public or professional role and, therefore, they feel a duty to consider the consequences of their 
decisions and to treat others fairly. Like the duty followers, managers in this group tend towards an 
absolutistic view ethics, but are not as narrow in this regard (Casali 2008 b and c). They obey rules but 
at the same time they are use their wisdom as well to consider the impact on others of so doing. A risk 
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with this profile is that the potential conflict between the duty and the wisdom may lead to inconsistent 
responses. Using the example of the gold gift, a guardian angel would see that slavishly following the 
code of conduct might insult the giver, so they would accept the gift in a very open and transparent way 
and hand it in to their company after the trip.   
 
Managerial Ethical Profile: Chameleon  
Another managerial ethical profile is the Chameleon. Just as the reptile that this profile takes its name 
from changes its skin colour to fit in with its surrounds, these managers assess the different ethical view 
points and decide which is the most appropriate for a particular situation (Casali 2008 b and c) . 
Arguably, the chameleons have a more realistic view of morality, as they do not rigidly hold a particular 
position, but assess the context first and then apply the ethical framework that is most appropriate to 
that particular situation. Whereas, this profile is more flexible than the duty follower, there is also a risk 
that all this flexibility could simply encourage decision-makers to blend in with the prevailing culture—
‘when in Rome do as the Romans do’--rather than engaging with it proactively (Casali 2008b and c). 
Using the business example again, a chameleon would accept the gift with no reservation as that is a 
common practice in that country and, most likely, to keep it as well. Too many chameleons in an 
organization may be a barrier to effectively challenging and changing unhealthy organizational cultures. 
 
Managerial Ethical Profile: Defender 
Another profile is the Defender, managers in this group are very loyal to the organization and they 
vigorously protect its reputation (Casali 2008 b and c) . Honor and reputation are important at both the 
personal and organizational levels, and maintaining a good opinion about self and organization are 
more important than the mere bottom line. They would spend more time weighing up what is good 
versus what is good for the organization. Those people are extremely important for the company 
because they are the most loyal to the company, and are less likely to undermine its goals by pursuing 
self interest (Casali 2008 b and c). However, the excess of loyalty of the defender is not always helpful. 
There is a significant risk that they might be willing to engage in illegal or unethical actions in the name 
of the protecting the organizational reputation. Like the defender in soccer team they would accept the 
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penalty of taking the opponent down in front of goal, and perhaps even risk a personal send off for the 
good of the team. Another example would be the behavior if some employees of the Australian Wheat 
Board. Its former chairman, when accused of bribe and breaching a number of UN oil-for-food 
sanctions, said in a statement issued by his lawyers:  "I emphatically deny that I acted in any manner 
other than in the best interest of AWB and its shareholders."  Going back to the example of the gold gift, 
managers in this profile would accept the gift only if that action would benefit the organization.  
 
Managerial Ethical Profile: Knight  
The last but not least MEP is the Knight. These managers are more consistent in trying to maximise 
their values, the organizational values, keeping economical factors in the picture, and considering the 
impact of decisions on all stakeholders (Casali 2008 b and c). They try to maximise the good in 
themselves, and the world around them. They pursue happiness and excellence, and aim to be a good 
person, working for a good organization and building a better world (Casali 2008 b and c). Managers 
that are part of this profile are ethical pluralists, but in a stronger sense than the chameleons. They will 
take into consideration all the individual moral principles but putting them into a more global scenario. 
Usually those people are very conscientious and skilful and therefore they are very important for an 
organization (Casali 2008 b and c). However, there are two main risks related to the knight profile: first 
risk is that the organizations might fail to live up to the knight’s high expectations, and they might 
become a troubling presence in the organization and a potential source of challenges to those in 
authority. The second risk is that knights are so skilled that can easily transfer their allegiances to other 
masters (organizations). They would maximise all the ethical frameworks. Using the business example 
again of the gift of gold, a knight, would have thought in advance about this situation to find a way to not 
offend the Chinese person’s customs and tradition, while at the same time not breaching company 
rules. Therefore, they would have organised a number little red bags containing those golden chocolate 
coins as a substitute of the real gold for the all people.  
As previously suggested by Laszlo and Laszlo (2002), the know-why is that kind of knowledge that 
deals with understanding the appropriateness or ethicality of an action, knowledge that, in the light of 
recent events like Enron, HIH and world dot.com, is paramount to survive in the global arena.  As 
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argued, there is not just one set of standards when it comes down to appropriate actions or decisions, 
but different people have different views, views that can be summarised by the different managerial 
ethical profiles. Therefore, the MEP can substantially help the KM process, especially in the creation of 
know-why knowledge, or what this paper has referred to as value-based knowledge. The MEP, with its 
multiple profiles, can offer more enriching details than that provided by existing research conducted into 
KM and values. Research by Ardichvili, Page and Wentling (2003), for example, identified that 
employees share knowledge either for altruistic reasons, because they feel that knowledge belongs to 
everybody, or for egoistic reasons, seeing it is a way to increase their personal reputation. The MEP 
adds an extra level of analysis to this dichotomous view of knowledge sharing by showing that altruistic 
behaviour can be the outcome of divergent ethical profiles, each with their own strengths and 
weaknesses in various contexts. 
 
Implications and Conclusion  
 
As mentioned above, Liedtka’s (1989) model of values congruence is an elaboration of values as a 
barrier to KN, describing the current state of an organization in terms of the degree of consonance or 
dissonance between three groups of values: individual, organizational espoused values, and values in 
practice. This paper has argued that the MEP can be a useful tool for gathering information about the 
individual values (micro level) (see figure 4). 
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Figure 4. MEP at the individual level  
(Source developed for this study) 
The MEP identifies those values that are influencing managerial ethical decision making. Assuming that 
a MNC does not want to simply impose one set of values across all its subsidiaries, the MEP can serve 
as a valuable source of information for identifying, understanding and managing value-based 
knowledge. More importantly, used wisely managerial ethical profiles can be one element in a strategy 
to minimise cultural and values-based barriers to a successful implementation of KM processes to 
MNCs (Minbaeva, Pedersen et al. 2003). It can reduce reliance on gross stereotypes of cultural 
behaviours. Let us assume, for example, that as a result of the inadequate KM processes in a particular 
subsidiary a practice of bribe and kickbacks has been created and assumed to be morally acceptable in 
that particular region. If the parent company had merely applied the moral map model (Robertson and 
Crittenden 2003), they might have erroneously assumed that culturally and economically that country is 
driven by utilitarian principles, and perhaps they would use that knowledge as a rule of thumb when 
dealing with any firms in that country. However, if the MEP was used in that situation, the situation could 
have been seen differently, especially if most of the people working in that particular subsidiary were 
Defenders. Their action would be understood as mostly driven by need to protect the company and to 
make it successful. We do not need to erroneously assume that accepting bribes and kickbacks is not 
only widespread, but also culturally acceptable.  
 
As previously discussed, each managerial ethical profile has its strengths and weaknesses. Knowing 
the characteristics of the MEPs within the subsidiaries, whether one profile dominates or if there all 
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present, can help the parent corporation to assess the knowledge created at the organizational level, 
and to implement that knowledge in a more efficient and effective way in its subsidiaries (Figure 5). 
 
Figure 5. MEP and the MNC   
(Source developed for this study) 
Thus the MEP has implications for MNCs on two levels: the individual (micro) and the organizational 
(macro). As previously suggested, MEPs can be used to identify the different ethical frameworks and 
combinations of ethical frameworks being used by individuals within an organization. These could 
subsequently be tested for congruencies with the espoused organizational values by using the Liedtka 
(1989) model. The MEP can be useful in a broader sense. Once the MEP has been used within one 
organization, it can provide information about the dominant profile (MEP) of the organization itself and 
subsequently be used to map the dominant ethical profiles of the different subsidiaries of a particular 
MNCs (see figure 5).   This makes the MEP not only a tool useful for managing values-based 
knowledge within organizations, but also for managing such knowledge within a global context.    
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